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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
2/26/2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1, 5, 6, and 9, 10, 16, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

4. In claim 1 , there is no positive step of adhesively bonding the assembly to a base 
plate. As currently claimed, the adhesive bonding could take place at a later time, not as 
part of the claimed method, claim 1 merely requiring testing prior to any such bonding. 
Moreover, in step (i), the phrase "the bonded contact surfaces" lacks proper antecedent 
basis, since the claim language does not relate step (i) to the adhesive bonding in step 
(g). Similarly, in claims 10 and 17, the bonded contact surfaces are not currently linked 
to the recited adhesive bonding. Further, the phrase "the base plate" in step (g) lacks 
proper antecedent basis. In step (f), the phrase "a rotating component" renders the 
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claim indefinite since, as currently claimed, it would appear the shaft is connected to a 
component while the component is rotating. If the rotor 1 1 is the intended component, "a 
rotating component" should be replaced with -the rotor--. Also, "shaft (49)" should be 
changed to -shaft (35)-. The claims will therefore be rejected as best understood. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

6. Claims 10, 16, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Saichi (US6614139), with Tolerancinq ("Tolerancinq System") being used as 
extrinsic evidence. 

7. With reference to Fig. 2, Saichi discloses a hydrodynamic bearing arrangement 
for an electric motor comprising a stator (23), a rotor (30), a shaft (31) and the 
hydrodynamic bearing arrangement, which rotatably supports the rotor with respect to 
the stator, the hydrodynamic bearing arrangement having a bearing sleeve (22), an 
axial ring (33) being mounted onto one end of the shaft (31) and the shaft (31) being 
inserted into the bearing sleeve (22); the corresponding end of the bearing sleeve (22) 
being sealed with a counter disk (25); bearing fluid being inserted into the bearing gap 
(see col. 8, Ins. 19 and 20; col. 7, Ins. 17-26) between the shaft (31) and the bearing 
sleeve (22), and the bearing-rotor assembly thus formed from the hydrodynamic bearing 
arrangement and the shaft forming a fully functional unit that can be tested and 
mounted onto the stator or the rotor. Such an electric motor can be mounted in a hard 
disk drive (col. 7, Ins. 5-7). 
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8. The stator or the rotor is firmly fixed to the outer surface of the bearing sleeve 
(22). The hydrodynamic bearing arrangement is fixedly connected to the rotor or the 
stator. A groove (col. 6, Ins. 9-19) is provided on at least one of the bonded contact 
surfaces of either the bearing-rotor assembly or the base plate. 

9. The bearing-rotor assembly can be tested before being adhesively bonded to the 
base plate. Note that although the claims require testing, the actual testing produces no 
structural differences in the bearing-rotor assembly, and therefore it is deemed Saichi 
discloses the claimed structure. 

10. Saichi discusses press-fitting or shrink-fitting the bearing sleeve within the stator 
assembly (col. 4, Ins. 61-67). Saichi also discloses using adhesive to fix the bearing 
sleeve (see col. 7, Ins. 27-34). It would appear from Saichi that both a press fit/shrink fit 
and adhesive are used, since In. 38 in col. 4 to In. 4 in col. 8, appears to be describing 
the embodiment in Fig. 1. Saichi does not explicitly discuss utilizing a transition fit. It 
should be noted that depending on the tolerance of the parts to be mated, a transition fit 
can be indistinguishable structurally from an interference fit (i.e. press-fitting or shrink- 
fitting), and the method of obtaining the fit is therefore irrelevant. See the 7 th and 8 th 
pages of Tolerancing, describing transition fit and showing that depending on the actual 
dimensions of the parts, the actual fit of two parts can be anywhere between clearance 
and interference. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

12. Claims 10, 16, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Saichi in view of Takavanaqi (US20020101 123 ) , with Tolerancing 
being used as extrinsic evidence. 

13. To the extent Applicant disagrees that Saichi discloses providing a transition fit 
between the assembly and base plate as well as using an adhesive and providing a 
groove, as claimed, Takayanagi discloses that it is known to use press-fit adhesion (i.e. 
both press fitting and adhesive), as well as grooves for the adhesive when connecting a 
bearing assembly to a base plate. See for example Fig. 10 and para. [0023]. 

14. Also, as discussed above, a press fit/interference fit can be structurally 
indistinguishable from a transition fit. 

15. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to utilize a press-fit adhesion and grooves as in 
Takayanagi in the invention of Saichi, since such a method of connecting a bearing 
assembly to a base plate is an art-recognized equivalent method of securing a bearing 
assembly to a base plate. 

16. Claims 1, 6, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saichi in view of Takayanagi, and Lindsay (US2251142). with Tolerancing used as 
extrinsic evidence. 

17. Saichi discloses the claimed method steps, as discussed above. 
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18. However, Saichi does not disclose testing the thus formed assembly before 
installing it into the spindle motor, nor performing such testing after having connected 
the shaft to the rotor. 

19. It is very well known to test components prior to further processing, in order to 
reduce manufacturing costs by discarding defective components prior to performing 
further manufacturing steps. For example, Lindsay teaches testing a bearing assembly 
prior to assembling it in a wheel, in order to avoid having to later disassemble the entire 
wheel to remove a defective bearing (page 1 , col. 2, Ins. 9-30). 

20. At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to test the bearing assembly prior to mounting it into the stator, in 
order to avoid wasting manufacturing time and resources. A defective bearing assembly 
installed in a good disk drive results in a defective drive, which is a waste of time and 
materials. Further, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
perform such testing either prior to, after, or both prior to and after assembling the shaft 
to the rotor, in order to eliminate defective components as early as possible during the 
manufacturing cycle. 

21. To the extent Applicant disagrees that Saichi discloses providing a transition fit 
between the assembly and base plate as well as using an adhesive and providing a 
groove, as claimed, Takayanagi discloses that it is known to use press-fit adhesion (i.e. 
both press fitting and adhesive), as well as grooves for the adhesive when connecting a 
bearing assembly to a base plate. See for example Fig. 10 and para. [0023]. 
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22. Also as discussed above, and from Tolerancing, it is readily apparent that 
depending on the particular manufacturing tolerances of the bearing assembly and base 
plate, a transition fit may be indistinguishable from a press fit (such as in the case of 
maximum interference discussed by Tolerancing). For the case of maximum 
interference discussed by Tolerancing (8 th page), the assembly would have to be press 
fitted into the base plate, and a press fit and a transition fit are the same in such a 
situation. See the Response to Arguments below. 

23. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to utilize a press-fit adhesion and grooves as in 
Takayanagi in the invention of Saichi, since such a method of connecting a bearing 
assembly to a base plate is an art-recognized equivalent method of securing a bearing 
assembly to a base plate. 

24. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saichi, 
Takavanagi. Lindsay, in view of Hoffmann (US6566776 to Hoffmann et al.). 

25. Saichi, Takayanagi, and Lindsay disclose the same invention as the Applicant, 
except for the adhesive being an adhesive with low gas emission properties. 

26. Hoffmann teaches that in hard disk drives it is disadvantageous to utilize 
adhesives which give off gasses, since the gasses can deposit on the storage disks. 
Therefore, Hoffmann teaches utilizing adhesives with low gas emission properties. See 
col. 1, Ins. 14-24. See col. 2, Ins. 1-17. 



Application/Control Number: 10/500,978 Page 8 

Art Unit: 3729 

27. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to utilize such an adhesive in order to prevent damage to 
the data storage disks. 

Response to Arguments 

28. Applicant's arguments filed 2/26/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

29. Applicants argue the Examiner has misread and misapplied the teachings of 
Saichi with respect to the limitation of a groove on the bonded contact surfaces. The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed in the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph, the recited bonded contact surfaces are not necessarily related to 
any surfaces adhesively bonded. The claims do not specify to what these contact 
surfaces are bonded and in what manner. It is therefore deemed Saichi discloses the as 
currently claimed groove. 

30. Regarding Applicant's arguments concerning the transition fit, they are deemed 
moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. However, it is noted that currently the 
claims do not set forth any particular relationships that distinguish what is meant by a 
transition fit. For example, the claims could explicitly exclude cases in which irrespective 
of the tolerance of the parts an interference fit is present, or could in some other way 
distinguish the case of maximum interference in a transition fit from a case of 
interference in a press fit. 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LIVIUS R. CAZAN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8032. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 6:30AM-5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Vo can be reached on (571)272-4690. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/A. Dexter Tugbang/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3729 

/L R. C./ 8/4/2008 
Examiner, Art Unit 3729 



